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These  are  the  indispensable  conditions  of  peace,  economic 
growth  and  cooperation  in  Africa: 

Moderate  leaders  should  be  encouraged  to  reconcile  differences.  The 
authority  of  the  United  Nations  should  be  preserved.  The  continent 
should  not  become  a  cold  war  battleground.  Attempts  to  form  power 
blocs  should  be  frustrated  and  nations  should  be  free  from  external 
pressures.  Democratic  countries  should  enlarge  economic  assistance^ 
with  emphasis  on  education 

Measured  by  these  criteria,  the  five-power  Casablanca  con¬ 
ference,  convened  by  King  Mohammed  of  Morocco,  dominated  by 
President  Gamal  Abdjl  Nasser  of  the  UAR,  and  attended  by  Ghana, 
Mali  and  Guinea,  casts  a  menacing  shadow  on  the  strife-tortured 
continent  —  an  ugly  omen  for  the  year  that  has  just  begun. 

This  conference  represented  an  attempt  to  “unite”  Africa  in  a 
radical  bloc,  threatening  the  UN,  supporting  former  Premier  Patrice 
Lumumba  in  the  Congo,  encouraging  rebellion  against  President 
de  Gaulle’s  efforts  to  work  out  a  peaceful  solution  in  Algeria,  and 
smearing  Israel’s  constructive  aid  programs  in  Africa. 

The  resolutions  were  adopted  at  the  very  moment  that  Sec.  Gen. 
Dag  Hammarskjold  was  visiting  the  Congo  to  fortify  the  efforts  of 
an  11-nation  UN  conciliation  commission  to  avert  civil  war. 

In  this  growing  crisis,  it  is  the  duty  of  all  members  of  the 
United  Nations  to  strengthen  Mr.  Hammarskj old’s  hand.  But  despite 
the  UAR’s  election  to  the  UN  Security  Council  and  the  ironic  coinci¬ 
dence  that  its  delegate  is  now  presiding  over  that  body.  President 
Nasser  has  been  exerting  pressure  to  incite  discord  and  to  undermine 
UN  authority.  He  led  a  four-nation  walkout  from  the  UN  commission 
last  month.  Prior  to  the  Casablanca  conference,  it  was  reported 
that  Nasser  was  proposing  peremptory  withdrawal  from  the  UN 
Congo  force  and  all-out  assistance  to  the  pro-Lumumba  regime 
established  by  Vice-Premier  Antoine  Gizenga  in  Stanleyville,  the 
capital  of  Oriental  Province  where  UAR  planes  have  been  reported 
unloading  Soviet  weapons. 

The  final  resolution,  adopted  at  Casablanca,  called  for  the  restor¬ 
ation  of  Lumumba  to  the  premiership,  the  disarming  of  the  forces 
commanded  by  Col.  Joseph  Mobuto,  who  has  been  acting  on  behalf 
of  President  Joseph  Kasavubu,  and  the  reconvening  of  the  Congolese 
parliament 

If  the  United  Nations  does  not  swiftly  accede  to  these  demands, 
the  five  nations 'have  threatened  to  writhdraw  their  6,500  troops 
from  the  20,000-man  UN  force.  And  they  will  try  to  induce  other 
African  nations  to  join  their  banner,  although  it  is  not  likely  that 
a  majority  of  the  26  African  UN  members  will  be  stampeded.  In¬ 
deed,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  Nkrumah  will  allow  Nasser  to 
lead  him  very  far  or  for  very  long. 

The  conference  proclamation  has  been  grandiloquently  called  the 
African  Charter  of  Casablanca.  The  proposed  organization  has 
been  likened  to  an  African  NATO  or  to  an  Organization  of  African 
States. 

It  rejects  alignment  in  the  cold  war  and  it  affirms  non-identifica¬ 
tion  and  neutrality.  These  are  words.  'This  is  the  kind  of  neu¬ 
trality  which  denounces  the  imperialism  of  the  West  and  welcomes 
the  benevolence  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Casablanca  conference  was  the  opening  gambit  in  Nasser’s 
campaign  to  extend  his  hegemony  over  the  African  continent.  He 
outlined  the  blueprint  in  his  book,  many  years  ago. 

A  realistic  American  policy  in  Africa  should  recognize  that  the 
Egyptian  leader’s  policies  there  are  inconsistent  with  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  African  peoples  themselves.  In  the  service  of  peace,  we 
must  find  the  way  to  challenge  them  effectively. 
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Nasser’s  Neutralist  Blueprint 


What  does  a  neutral  bloc  mean  for 
Africa,  as  President  Nasser  sees  it? 

In  a  frenetic  speech  in  Port  Said  last 
Dec.  23,  celebrating  the  fourth  anni¬ 
versary  of  the  Suez  “victory,”  the  Egyp¬ 
tian  leader  offered  a  revealing  definition 
of  what  he  mcans^by  “positive  neutral¬ 
ity.”  He  said: 

^  “Positive  neutrality  means  that  we 
befriend  those  who  befriend  us  and  an¬ 
tagonize  those  who  antagonize  us.” 

This  makes  it  clear.  Unless  a  nation 
adheres  to  Nasser’s  position  on  all  is¬ 
sues  he  deems  vital,  it  cannot  count  on 
his  friendship  and  it  must  be  prepared 
for  his  hostility. 

Thus,  however  much  they  may  dis¬ 
claim  alignment  and  identification,  Nas¬ 
ser  and  his  colleagues  are  seeking  to  im¬ 
pose  alignment,  for  they  are  telling 
other  Africans  that  unless  they  accept 
their  line  in  Africa,  they  will  be  sus¬ 
pected  of  subservience  to  the  “imperial¬ 
ism”  of  Washington,  London  and  Paris. 

Nasser’s  bid  for  power  may  split  Af¬ 
rica  into  two  or  even  three  blocs,  and 
that  unhappy  continent  may  now  expect 
the  kind  of  demagogy  Cairo  has  ruth¬ 
lessly  used  to  disrupt  the  Middle  East. 

The  Casablanca  declarations  will 
bring  satisfaction  to  Moscow.  Appropri¬ 
ately,  Soviet-built  planes  transported 
some  of  the  delegates  to  the  conference, 
landing  them — of  all  places — at  the 
$400  million  base  which  our  country 
built  and  which  we  must  give  up  by  the 
end  of  1963. 

But  the  conference  will  bring  no  sat¬ 
isfaction  to  Washington.  It  was  just  a 
year  ago  that  President  Eisenhower  se¬ 
lected  Morocco  as  a  final  stop  on  his 
good-will  tour  to  Asia.  During  this  pe¬ 
riod  American  influence  in  Morocco 
seems  to  have  plunged  as  swiftly  as 
American  aid  has  soared.  ($48  million 
in  1959;  $81  million  in  1960.) 

New  Look  at  Nasser.  Once  again, 
Washington  is  reluctantly  forced  to 
take  a  new  look  at  Nasser,  who  has  also 
been  the  recipient  of  large-scale  Ameri¬ 
can  aid  in  recent  years.  Nasser  has 
charmed  many  visiting  Americans  since 
the  Suez  crisis,  but  Nasser’s  professed 
friendship  for  the  United  States  is  no 
deeper  than  his  expansive  smile. 

One  has  only  to  contrast  the  1959 
and  I960  Port  Said  speeches. 

On  Dec.  23,  1959,  celebrating  the 
third  anniversary  of  the  Suez  victory, 
Nasser  said: 

“We  welcome  friendship  with  the 


United  States.  It  antagonized  us  in  the 
past  and  we  . . .  reciprocated,  but  now, 
if  they  wish  our  friendship,  we  welcome 
them.” 

Nasser  had  every  reason  to  be  friend¬ 
ly  to  the  United  States  on  that  day  be¬ 
cause,  two  days  earlier,  the  World  Bank 
had  agreed  to  lend  him  $56  million  to 
widen  the  Suez  Canal.  " 

But  Nasser  is  never  long  grateful  for 
large  favors. 

One  year  later,  his  1960  Port  Said 
^eech  hysterically  denounced  NATO 
as  “an  alliance  for  enslavement”  and 
his  nation’s  “No.  1  enemy.” 

•  •  • 

Mauritania.  There  were  some  points 
of  conflict  in  Casablanca.  One  was 
Mauritania.  Another  was  Israel. 

Nasser  has  always  contended  that  he 
is  the  champion  of  African  independ¬ 
ence.  Logically  he  might  be  expected 
to  support  Mauritania’s  claim  to  mde- 
pendeoce.  He  did  in  the  past 

But  Morocco  has  been  daiming  that 
Mauritania  belongs  to  her.  And,  in  an 
effort  to  win  Morocco’s  support  in  the 
internal  Arab  power  struggle,  Nasser 
abandoned  Mauritania  last  summer  and 
sponsored  Morocco’s  daims  in  that 
country. 

Tunisia  is  contemptuous  of  Nasser’s 
bid  for  Arab  leadership,  and  has  recog¬ 
nized  Mauritania.  President  Bourguiba 
was  not  invited  to  the  Casablanca  con¬ 
ference.  Ghana  granted  recognition  to 
Mauritania  last  month,  and  was  prob¬ 
ably  embarrassed  by  the  conference  res-  ' 
olution  which  characterized  Mauritania 
as  “a  puppet  state”  of  the  French. 

Recrimination  against  Israel.  Far 

stranger  was  the  conference  action  on 
Israel. 

The  Arab-Israel  conflict  was  not  on 
the  Casablanca  agenda,  but  Nasser  ex¬ 
ploited  the  opportunity — he  reportedly 
threatened  to  return  to  his  yacht  and 
abandon  the  conference  if  he  did  not 
have  his  way — to  ram  through  a  resolu¬ 
tion  which  sought  to  identify  African 
leaders  with  the  Arab  cause.  The  reso¬ 
lution  denounced  Israel  as  “being  a  tool 
for  the  service  of  imperialism,  not  only 
in  the  Middle  East,  but  also  in  Asia 
and_ Africa,”  and  it  called  on  all  coun¬ 
tries  in  Asia  and  Africa  to  stand  up 
“against  this  new  policy  directed  by  im¬ 
perialism  for  the  purpose  of  setting  up 
bases  for  itself.” 

The  obvious  purpose  is  to  weaken  the 
strong  ties  which  Israel  has  been  forg¬ 


ing  with  the  new  African  nations 
through  its  program  of  economic  and 
technical  assistance. 

Israel  has  won  the  confidence  of 
mxmy  of  these  governments,  even  some 
which  have  Moslem  leaders.  The  reso¬ 
lution  is  a  reflection  of  Nasser’s  resent¬ 
ment.  But  it  is  more  than  that.  While 
it  is  absurd  to  refer  to  Israd  as  an 
agent  of  imperialism,  it  is  ^;»<fact  that 
Africans  are  learning  frofn  Israel  that 
it  is  possible  for  a  sma’  -oimtry  to  raise 
living  standards  and  e  ■•roe  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  its  people  in  a  .  e  and  demo¬ 
cratic  society. 

Israel  is  unmistakably  a  barrier  in  the 
path  of  the  Khrushchev-Nasser  propa¬ 
ganda  apparatus.  That  is  why  the  Rus¬ 
sians  have  so  often  denounced  Israel  in 
bitter  language  similar  to  the  invective 
of  the  Casablanca  resolution.  In  truth, 
the  resolution  is  not  so  much  a  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Arab  war  against  Israel  as 
it  is  ammimition  in  the  Nasser-Khrush- 
chev  war  against  democracy. 

But  Israelis  are  disturbed  because 
three  countries  which  joined  in  this  res¬ 
olution — Ghana,  Mali,  and,  to  a  lesser 
extent,  Guinea — ^have  receive*  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance  from  Israel  ana  have 
enjoyed  excellent  relations  with  her.  It 
is  reported  that  there  are  now  about  100 
Israel  specialists  in  Ghana,  and  Israel- 
Ghana  cooperation  is  one  of  the  best 
examples  of  mutual  assistance  in  Asia 
and  Africa. 

_  /* 

Just  last  Nov.  24,  Israel  and  Mail 
signed  broad  pacts  on  technical  aid  and 
cultural  relations.  One  week  earlier. 
Vice  President  Jean-Mari  Kon6  of  Mali 
told  the  Israel  press: 

“Israel  was  the  first  to  lend  a  hand 
when  we  ran  into  difficulty  and  the 
Republic  of  Mali  will  never  forget  this 
expression  of  Israel’s  friendship.” 

Small  wonder  that  Israel  diplomats 
have  approach*.  U  the  governments  of 
Ghana,  Mali  and  Guinea  to  express 
their  “disappointment  and  profound 
surprise.”  <' 

On  Jan.  8,  Cairo  Radio  jubilantly 
told  the  Israelis  in  Hebrew:  ‘The  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  UAR  succeeded  in  convinc¬ 
ing  the  participants  in  the  Casablanca 
conference  that  the  Palestine  problem 
is  ...  an  African  problem.” 

The  broadcast  went  on:  “An  end  was 
thus  put  to  the  Israeli  rulers’  imperial 
penetration  into  Africa.  They  intended 
to  breach  the  wall  of  the  Arab  boycott 
and  hostility.  They  find  themselves  ?s 
isolated  as  they  were  before  or  eveu 
more  isolated.” 
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What  explains  the  recrudescence  of 
anti-Amcricanisni  in  Nasser's  policy? 

Some  observers  believe  that  he  is 
toughening  his  position  in  an  effort  to 
dissuade  the  incoming  Administration 
from  any  initiative  to  improve  Arab- 
Israel  relations. 

It  is  more  likely  that  he  is  convinced 
that  attacks  on  the  United  States  pay 
dividends.  On  the  one  hand,  they  qual¬ 
ify  him  as  a  bold  leader  of  oppressed 
peoples  seeking  liberation  from  past 
ser\’itudes.  On  the  other  hand,  Nasser 
seems  to  have  mastered  the  art  of  ex- 
toning  concessions  from  democratic 
governments. 

In  recent  years,  there  has  been  a 
tendency  in  Washington  to  refrain  from 
any  strong  reaction  to  Nasser’s  anti- 
Amcricanism.  It  has  been  argued  that 
challenging  Nasser  directly  is  counter¬ 
productive  because  it  makes  a  manyr 
out  of  him  and  increases  his  demagogic 
stature.  Leave  him  alone,  they  say,  and 
he  will  be  carried  away  and  eventually 
overreach  himself. 

The  new  Administration  will  have  to 
decide  how  to  deal  with  this  problem. 


{Israel  ha$;.,  IncHcatcd  its '  acceptance  -In  priii* 
ngatton .  at vUic  ttece  bi  ?a  1 


Impact  on  Sudan 

The  military  regime  in  Sudan  has 
come  increasingly  under  the  influence 
of  President  Nasser  of  the  UAR  and 
minority  groups  have  suffered  as  in 
other  Arab  countries  where  Nasserism 
dominated. 

America,  a  Catholic  weekly,  reports 
in  its  Dec.  17  issue  that  “Christians  in 
the  Sudan  .  .  .  are  suffering  a  steady, 
strangling  persecution.  Nothing  like  it 
has  been  witnessed  outside  Communist- 
controlled  countries.” 

The  publication  reported  that  while 
churches  remain  open,  the  Sudanese 
government  has  seized  all  Christian 
schools.  Missionaries  have  been  ex¬ 
pelled  and  Catholic  clergy  and  laity  are 
constantly  spied  upon,  harried,  restrict¬ 
ed  and  defamed. . . .” 

The  magazine  asks:  “Is  this  the  price 
minorities  must  pay  for  hard-won  na¬ 
tional  independence?  Are  only  Sudanese 
Moslems  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  free¬ 
dom?  As  taxpayers  whose  money  is 
being  funneled  into  the  Sudan  in  the 
form  of  foreign  aid,  Americans  have 
the  right  to  the  answer.” 


Who  Pays  the  Bill? 

Every  member  of  the  UN  General 
Assembly  has  an  equal  vote,  and  theo¬ 
retically  every  UN  member  has  an  ob¬ 
ligation  to  respect  UN  decisions  and 
help  carry  them  out. 

The  crisis  in  the  UN  is  the  result  of 
a  growing  sense  of  irresponsibility.  Too 
many  nations  now  feel  they  can  take  it 
or  leave  it.  They  pick  and  choose 
among  UN  resolutions,  carrying  out 
those  they  like  and  flouting  those  they 
reject.  And  they  also  pick  and  choose 
among  UN  assessments,  paying  for 
what  they  like  and  refusing  to  assume 
any  burden  for  what  they  don’t  like. 
Unfortunately,  the  Soviet  bloc  has  set 
the  example. 

The  Casablanca  conference  offered  ■ 
an  illustration  of  political  irresponsibil¬ 
ity.  Five  nations  threatened  to  withdraw 
from  the  UN  Congo  force  unless  the 
UN  changed  its  ways. 

Last  week,  the  American  Association 
for  the  United  Nations  circulated  a 
memorandum  showing  how  members  of 
the  UN  are  refusing  to  help  pay  the 
UN  bill.  The  Association  reported  that 
as  of  Nov.  21,  1960,  member  countries 
were  in  arrears  in  the  payment  of  the 
regular  budget  in  the  amount  of  $14,- 
400,000.  Arrears  in  payments  for  the 
support  of  the  UN  force  in  the  Middle 
East  totaled  $22,700,000.  Forty-two 
nations  were  in  default,  including  the 
Soviet  bloc  and  the  Arab  bloc  which 
have  always  refused  to  pay  anything 
for  that  agency. 

Twelve  countries  were  in  arrears  in 
their  regular  UN  budget.  They  in¬ 
cluded:  Nationalist  China,  $2,732,608; 
Communist  Hungary,  $231,558;  the 
United  Arab  Republic,  $150,859  for 
1959,  and  $18,248  for  1958;  Ethiopia, 
$22,550;  and  eight  Latin  American 
countries. 

But  the  worst  may  be  ahead,  for 
many  nations  will  refuse  to  pay  the  cost 
of  the  UN’s  responsibility  in  the  Congo. 
As  in  the  past,  the  United  States  will 
doubtless  carry  most  of  the  burden — 
and  draw  the  largest  and  most  bitter 
attacks  for  its  pains. 


How  Africa  Voted.' 

There  were  73  roll  callJ  in  the  last 
UN  General  Assembly  session  in  which 
the  United  States  and  the  USSR  voted 
on  opposite  sides.  The  last  issue  of  the 
Near  East  Report  showed  the  alignment 
of  the  21  nations  of  the  Near  East  and 
South  Asia.  .  ^ 

j  I 

The  accompanying  tables  show  how 
the  26  nations  of  Africa:  voted.  j 

The  situation  in  Africa  is  still  ^uid 
and  it  is  much  too  eai^y  to  draw  'any 
conclusions  from  thejse  tabulations. 
Many  of  the  African  countries  are  re¬ 
luctant  to  take  strong  positions  at  this 
stage  of  their  national  existence  and  are 
inclined  to  abstain. 

However,  the  five  participants  ii^  the 
Casablanca  conference  have  often  voted 
together  along  with  the  Soviet  blo4  In 
addition  Sudan,  Libya  and  Ethiopia  are 
now  under  heavy  Nasser  pressure  V  Sn 
along  with  the  five. 

Much  more  moderate  and  independ¬ 
ent  in  their  attitudes  are  countries  like 
Tunisia  and  Nigeria,  which  resist  Nas¬ 
ser’s  influence  and  propaganda.  African 
countries  which  attained  their  independ¬ 
ence  from  France  tend  to  vote  with 
Paris  and  the  West. 


The  following  African  nations  voted 
more  often  with  the  United  States  than 
with  the  Soviet  Union: 


Union  of 

With 

U.8. 

With  Ah. 
USSR  staiata 

Abaaat 

South  Africa... 

52 

2 

11 

8 

Congo  (Braz.). 

21 

5 

17 

30 

Niger _ 

.21 

18 

17 

17 

Gabon. . 

.20 

7 

15 

31 

Malagasy _ 

.18 

7 

19 

29 

Dahomey _ 

.17 

7 

18 

31 

Ivory  Coast....: 

17 

10 

16 

30 

Cameroon . 

13 

10 

20 

30 

Congo  (Leop.). 

.  7 

1 

5 

60 

The  nations  listed  in  the  table  below 

voted  more  often  with  the  Soviet  Union 
than  with  the  United  States. 

With  WiUi  Ab- 

il.S.  USSR  (tainaa  AbMot 

UAR...™ . . 

..  4 

53 

16 

0 

Guinea . . 

.  3 

52 

10 

8 

Morocco _ 

.  2 

51 

16 

'  4  - 

Sudan . . 

..  7 

46 

17 

3 

Ghana _ _ 

.  9 

46 

17 

1 

Ethiopia _ 

.  4 

44 

14 

11 

Mali . 

..  0 

44 

8 

21 

Nigeria . . 

..  8 

39 

20 

6 

Libya . . 

..  5 

39 

20 

9 

Togo . . 

..  1 

36 

29 

7 

Tunisia..  _ 

.10 

35 

25 

3 

Liberia _ 

.18 

31 

21 

3 

Somalia _ 

>  4 

28 

30 

11 

Chad _ 

..15 

25 

22 

11 

Senegal - 

Central 

.16 

24 

17 

16 

.  Afr.  Rep. _ 

-13 

15 

27 

18 

Upper  Volta™ 

-  7 

10 

18 

38 
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viewing  the  news 

continued 

cre^  by  the  Lebanese  govenunent 
while  interaational  experts  ponder  the 
problem  of  flowing  sand. 

On  Dec.  9,  1960,  the  Lebanese  parli* 
ament  finally  heard  part  of  the  story 
when  Prime  Minister  Saeb  Salaam  de< 
dared  that  “the  approval  of  the  Litani 
"  River  project  is  a  big  scandal  and  the 
project  has  become  a  menace  to  the 
,  whole  Lebanese  economy.”  The  proj¬ 
ect  is  expected  to  cost  150  million  Le¬ 
banese  pounds  and  he  suggested  that 
the  plan  be  reconsidered. 

[While  the  Litani  project  was  sand¬ 
bagged  last  February,  Lebanese  officials 
recklessly  threatened  to  divert  the 
waters  of  the  Hasbani  River,  northern 
tributary  of  the  Jordan  River,  to  cut 
off  Israel’s  irrigation  program.  Arab 
foreign  ministers  met  in  Cairo  to  dis¬ 
cuss  that  diversion,  a  discussion  which 
must  have  been  completely  fantastic  to 
those  who  were  aware  of  the  simple 
reality  of 'the  Litani  experience. 1 

Shipwreck.  Poignant  memories  of  the 
Patria,  the  Struma,  the  St.  Louis,  the 
Exodus  and  many  other  ships  which 
sailed  the  high  seas  in  the  1940s,  look¬ 
ing  for  a  harbor  for  Jewish  refugees 
from  Hitlerism,  were  evoked  last  week 
as  43  Moroccan  Jews  lost  their  lives 
when  their  65-ft.  motor  launch  found¬ 
ered  in  the  stormy  Mediterranean. 

Unlike  the  refugees  from  Hitler,  who 
had  no  place  to  go,  the  Moroccan  Jews 
were  headed  for  safety  in  Israel,  until 
their  ship  capsized.  Like  the  refugees 
of  an  earlier  decade,  they  were  in  fli^t 
from  fear  of  mounting  fanaticism. 

The  status  of  Jewish  communities  in 
the  Arab^lominated  lands  of  North 
Africa  has  been  deteriorating.  In  Casa- 
j  blanca,  Moroccan  Jews  were  arrested 
I  when  UAR  President  Nasser  arrived  for 
the  five-power  conference. 

I  Morocco  subscribes  to  the  Arab 
i  postal  ban  on  mail  to  Israel  and  has 
sharply  curtailed  Jewish  inunigration  to 
that  country. 

In  Algiers  the  largest  synagogue  was 
'  desecrated  by  Algerian  rel^ls  during  the 
DeGaulje  visit  last  month.  The  syna- 
I  ^  gogue’s  interior  was  completely  demol¬ 
ished  a^d  turned  into  the  headquarters 
of  the  i^gerian  FLN  party. 

Crisis  I  Over  Words.  Prime  Minister 
David' Ben-Gurion,  facing  a  major  po¬ 
litical  crisis  which  may  lead  to  Us  res¬ 
ignation  because  of  his  dispute  with 
Mapai  party  leaders  in  the  Lavon  affair, 
was  dismayed  to  find  himself  in  sharp 
dispute  with.  American  Jewish  leaders 
because  of  a  distorted  report  of  a  speech 
he  nriade  in  Jerusalem  on  Dec.  28. 

Tne  Ben-Gurion  speech  analyzed  the 
relationships  between  the  Jewish  com¬ 
munities  >in  Israel  and  the  Diaspora. 
Few  in  his  audience,  the  World  2Lionist 
Congress,  took  exception  to  his  state¬ 
ment. 

The  Prime  Minister  said  that  Israel 
needed  Jewish  immigration  from  the 
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Optimism. 

Rep.  Barratt  O’Hara  (D-HL),  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Africa,  visited  Africa  and  the  Near  East 
during  December  as  a  member  of  a 
Congressional  study  mission.  At  a 
Cairo  press  conference  Rep.  O’Hara 
electrified  correspondents  with  this  pre¬ 
diction: 

"Much  sooner  than  any  of  you  antici¬ 
pate,  the  UAR  will  bury  the  hatchet 
with  Israel  and  the  two  countries  will 
work  together  as  partners  in  a  common 
undertaking.  The  United  States  will 
never  abandon  its  abiding  friendship 
with  Israel  nor  will  its  affection  for  the 
peoples  of  the  A  fob  world  be  dimin¬ 
ished  by  passing  misunderstandings  gen¬ 
erated  by  propaganda  alien  to  the  Mos¬ 
lem,  the  Jew  and  the  Christian." 

Rep.  O’Hara,  who  was  one  of  the 


authors  of  the  “freedom  of  the  seas” 
amendment  to  the  Mutual  Security  Act, 
was  asked  if  the  United  States  would 
permit  passage  through  the  Panama 
Canal  of  ships  from  countries  with 
which  the  United  States  was  at  war. 

Rep.  O’Hara  replied  that  the  United 
States  was  not  at  war  with  any  tuition. 
"Nor  is  the  United  Arab  Republic.  .  . . 
It  seems  to  me  an  avoidance  of  the  Jact 
of  life  to  imply  that  the  UAR  is  at  war 
with  Israel  and  therefore  cannot  abide 
by  the  moral  rule  that  international 
waterways  should  be  open  to  free  pas¬ 
sage  by  the  vessels  of  all  nations.  Is¬ 
rael’s  progress  is  gain  for  the  UAR  and 
vice  versa.  We’re  all  partners  in  a  joint 
crusade  ag^ryist  poverty  and  human 
misery." 


Pessimism. 


An  answer  to  Rep.  O’Hara  camc-j'  n 
Jan.  11,  in  a  speech  to  the  National 
sembly  in  Cairo  by  Deputy  Foi*'’  :a 
Minister  Zulficar  Sabri. 

Sabri  declared  that  the  Arabs  woflld 
resist  any  pressure  that  might  be' Ap¬ 
plied  on  them  by  President-elect  .  '  in 
F.  Kennedy  to  fulfill  his  pledge  tha'^'^he 
influence  of  the  United  States  and  r  '  er 
maritime  powers  “must  be  brought  xm' 
bear  on  a  just  solution  that  removes'  all 
discrimination  from  the  Suez  Canal.” 


United  States  and  the  West  to  enhance 
her  development  and  security. 

He  also  stressed  that  Jewish  com¬ 
munities  outside  Israel  needed  to  edu¬ 
cate  the  younger  Jewish  generations  in 
order  to  strengthen  their  attachment  to 
Judaism  and  Israel. 

During  the  course  of  his  discussion 
of  immigration,  Mr.  Ben-Gurion  could 
not  resist  the  temptation  to  win  a  debat¬ 
ing  point  with  Orthodox  delegates  by 
quoting  from  the  Talmud — and  with 
unexpected  consequences. 

Mr.  Ben-Gurion  has  had  many  argu¬ 
ments  with  Orthodox  Jews  in*  Israel — 
Krious  conflicts  which  have  led  to  Cab¬ 
inet  crises.  And  so,  addressing  religi¬ 
ous  Zionists,  he  reminded  them  of  a 
passage  in  the  Talmud  which  declares 
that  “whosoever  dwells  outside  the  land 


of  Israel  is  considered  to  have  no  God.” 
In  effect,  Mr.  Ben-Gurion  was  saying 
to  his  O^odox  critics:  You  attack  me 
because  you  claim  I  do  not  fulfill  the 
laws  of  the  Talmud.  But  you,  your¬ 
selves,  are  disregarding  the  Talmud. 

No  one  of  those  who  heard  Mr.  Ben- 
Gurion  believed  that  he  was  expressing 
his  own  views  on  the  matter.  But  press 
dispatches  singled  out  that  quotation 
and  made  it  appear  that  Mr.  Ben- 
Gurion,  himself,  believed  that  Jews 
who  do  not  immigrate  to  Israel  are 
godless. 

Many  American  Jewish  leaders  put 
out  statements  sharply  repudiating  the 
views  attributed  to  Mr.  Ben-Gurion. 

But,  a  few  days  later,  the  furor  sub¬ 
sided  as  the  full  text  of  the  Ben-Gurion 
speech  became  available. 
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